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Claims 1-9, 1 1-14, 16-20, 23, 27-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) a$ being 
anticipated by US Pub. No. 2004/0036574 to Bostrom ("Bostrom")- 

Claims 10 and 15 arc rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Bostrom in view of US Pub, No. 2003/0126121 to Khan ("Khan"). 

Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration. There is no rejection of claims 21-22 
and 24-26. Therefore, these claims should be indicated as being allowable. 

Rejection of Claims 1-9 and 11-13 over Bostrom 

Bostrom teaches a system that searches face and fingerprint data separately to determine 
whether to grant access to person. However, the face and fingerprint searches arc completely 
independent, and therefore, Bostrom does not teach: "wherein the first set of results is used to 
direct the search of the second biometric search engine" as recited in amended claim 1 . 

The Examiner responds by contending that Bostrom's use of secondary biometric data 
when primary biometric data collected does not correspond to a locally stored primary biometric 
parameter reads on these elements of claim 1 . However, this passage refers to use of the 
secondary biometric data after the collected primary biometric data fails to match stored primary 
biometric data. Since there is no match between the collected and stored primary data in this 
case, then there is no return of a "first set of results'' as claimed. Further, since the cited 
approach in Bostrom provides no set of results based on the primary biometric data in this case, 
it fails to teach the use of the first set of results to direct the search of the second biometric search 
engine. 

The dependent claims 2-9 and 1 1-13 include additional limitations that further distinguish . 
Bostrom. For example, Bostrom fails to teach or suggest: "direct the second biometric search 
engine to search the first set of results using the second biometric template" as recited in claim 3. 

Rejection of Claim 10 over Bostrom and Kahn 

Dependent claim 10 stands rejected over a combination of Bostrom and Kahn. The 
combined teachings of Bostrum and Kahn fail to disclose the elements of claim 1, and therefore, 
fail to render dependent claim 10 obvious. 

Rejection of claim 14 and 16 over Bostrom 
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While Bostrom describes a process of comparing collected biomctric data with a subset 
of biometric data, this subset is not obtained by searching a database using a different biometric 
template to retrieve a first result set and selecting a predetermined portion of the first results set 
as claimed. Tn paragraph 49, Bostrom states: 44 0nce this identification information is inputted, 
server 64 retrieves the subset of templates corresponding the purported identity affiliated with 
the inputted information." Bostrom provides no further teaching on how this subset of templates 
is retrieved, and specifically does not teach that it is retrieved by both searching to get a results 
set and selecting a predetermined portion of that results set. 

Even assuming Bostrom teaches these elements, Bostrom does not teach the additional 
elements of selecting a predetermined portion of the second results set and providing it for 
comparison with the image provided by the individual as claimed Therefore, Bostrom does not 
teach or suggest all of the elements of claim 14. 

Rejection of claim 15 o ver Bostrom and Kahn 

With respect to claim 15, Khan does not teach the elements of claim 14 that arc missing 
from Bostrom. Therefore, the combination of Khan and Bostrom fail to render claim 15 obvious. 

Rejection of Claim 17 over Bostrom 

Bostrum fails to teach or suggest: "selecting a first predetermined portion of the results 
set to be a refined probe data set" in combination with the other elements of claim 17, The 
Examiner contends that Bostrom's subset referred to in paragraph 28 is used as a new probe. 
This is not correct. The subset is not a probe, but rather, it is the set of data that the collected 
primary biomctric data is compared to in the process of determining whether the collected data 
corresponds to any of the stored biometric data in the subset. In particular, paragraph 49 of 
Bostrom states: "Sensed biometric parameter data collected by local biometric parameter 
sensing device 77 is then compared to the biometric parameter data stored in the subset of 
templates." Clearly, this subset of templates is not use as a refined probe data set to return a 
results set in a process of searching a database of biometric templates as claimed. 

Dependent claims 18-23 are patentable for the same reasons as claim 1 7, and further 
include additional elements that distinguish them over the cited art. 
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Rejection of Claim 27 over Bostrom 

Bostrom fails to teach or suggest: "receiving a first results set from the search of the 
database, the results set comprising, for each substantial match to the non-biometric data record, 
a results set data record comprising a corresponding image and biometric template; 

selecting at least one results set data record to use as a second probe set" in combination 
with the elements of claim 27. 

The Examiner's response refers to paragraphs 7 and 28 in Bostrom and appears to imply 
that Bostrom's subset corresponds to the claimed second probe set Paragraph 28 refers to the 
use of identification data to get a subset of primary biometric data. However, Bostrom docs not 
teach or even suggest selecting at least one of the subset to use as second probe set as claimed. 

Rejection of claim 28 over Bostrom 

Bostrom fails to teach or suggest: "analyzing the results of the first and second searches 
to determine whether any resulting matches indicate that the individual either is attempting to 
fraudulently obtain an identification document or has attempted to fraudulently obtain an 
identification document in the past" in combination with the elements of claim 28. 

Claims 29-3 1 are patentable over the cited art for the same Teasons as claim 28, and 
include additional elements that further distinguish them over the cited art. 

For the foregoing reasons, the claims are patentable over the cited art. 
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